In ABC v. St Georges Healthcare NHS Trust, the High Court of England and Wales rejected the argument that doctors have a legal duty to disclose actionable genetic risks to a patient's relatives. This article reconsiders the concept of a duty to disclose actionable genetic risks in the context of widening perceptions of legal harm and developing professional and public perceptions of corresponding wrongs.
Introduction
When should information about future genetic risks be disclosed to a patient's unsuspecting relative? This question has troubled genetics professionals for over a decade. 1 However, the question of whether a clinician owes a legal duty of care to disclose a genetic risk to a patient's relative was not considered by the English courts until May last year in ABC v. St Georges Healthcare NHS Trust.
2 This case presented a particularly difficult legal challenge because it concerned a number of competing interests affecting patients, their relatives and the health professionals who care for them. Nevertheless, on the facts of ABC there was neither an established legal wrong nor an established legal harm, thereby making it relatively easy for the judge to reject the claim on the basis that any extension of the duty of care would amount to more than an incremental development which was contrary to the way in which the law of negligence ought to progress.
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This article considers the implications of imposing a duty to disclose actionable genetic risks to relatives in a more developmental context, which it is argued more accurately reflects the values of the patients, relatives and doctors involved.
The article begins with a discussion of the relationship between 'wrong' and 'harm' in the context of the tort of negligence. This discussion is particularly important in cases such as ABC where the analysis focused on the issue of whether there was a legal wrong in the context of a situation where there was no established legal harm. Following this discussion, the article separates the concepts of legal wrong and legal harm, and analyses how developments in the law, professional genetic practice and in the empirical evidence of public opinion might lead one to question the judge's reliance on traditional approaches which do not appear to reflect current values in this context. Towards this aim, the article discusses developments in the recognition of legal harm in the reproductive context. It is argued that the existence of a legal wrong in frustrated reproductive choice cases has influenced development of the recognition of novel legal harm. This article analyses how the harm alleged in ABC might map onto this existing legal doctrine. After arguing that the existence of a legally recognized wrong can influence the development of a legally recognized harm, the article then addresses whether the converse is also possible; in other words, whether the existence of legal harm can similarly influence the development of novel legal wrong. This analysis is more pertinent to the result in ABC, which focused on the lack of a legal wrong in the context of nondisclosure of genetic information to relatives. Here the discussion focusses on the policy reasons which were employed in the case to deny that doctors owe a duty of care. The traditional view that patient confidentiality should be paramount and that the right not to know should be protected by default are challenged as out of touch with genetic professionals, patients and the public's views regarding the sharing of genetic information within families. The article argues that professional, patient and public attitudes to genetic information sharing are evolving such that there is a widening perception that a failure to disclose actionable genetic information is a wrong which can lead to actionable harm. Where the law does not reflect public and professional values, we might question adherence to incrementalism that prevents the law from reflecting these values. As Jane Stapleton acknowledged many years ago, areas of the law which have developed incrementally tend to be areas where the 'silliest rules' now exist and where 'criticism is almost universal'.
Background
The essence of the tort of negligence is a wrong which leads to a harm. Both of these elements have historically been essential to establishing a claim. There is no such thing as negligence in the air such that, no matter how carelessly a person acts, they have not breached their duty to another and thus it might be argued that there is no legal wrong that could be recognized in the tort of negligence. On this perspective, there is no standalone duty to be careful. 5 However, some commentators take a different view of duties of care in negligence, according to which if A owes B a duty of care of some description, A will actually have a legal duty to be careful. 6 McBride describes holders of the former view as cynics and the latter as idealists. According to the idealistic view of duties of care in negligence, if A is said to owe B a duty to take care not to do X in a given situation, A will have a primary obligation to take care not to do X such that there is intrinsic wrong if he does do X. If B also suffers a loss as a result of A doing X, he will usually incur a secondary obligation to pay damages to B. 7 The cynical view requires us to work backwards from the harm such that the existence of a harm influences the recognition and, consequently the development of the concept of legal wrongs. This distinction between cynics and idealists becomes more difficult to describe where there is an adverse outcome, but it is not one which the law recognizes as harmful. Here the conclusion that there is no harm and that the carelessness does not therefore amount to a wrong might seem unduly unfair to the victim, especially if the outcome is one which the other party was actively employed to prevent. In these circumstances, the idealistic view of duties of care might be favourable even if it leads to the conclusion that the claimant suffered a legal wrong but they will not receive compensation for it because the law does not recognize the particular outcome as harmful. The relationship between wrong and harm in developing duties of care in negligence was particularly pertinent in ABC where neither carelessness nor harm could be easily established.
ABC v. St Georges Healthcare NHS Trust
The claimant in ABC was a woman whose father had shot and killed her mother in 2007. He was convicted of manslaughter on the grounds of diminished responsibility and sentenced to a hospital order under the Mental Health Act 1983. In 2009, the claimant's father received a diagnosis of Huntington's disease. Huntington's disease is a serious progressive neurodegenerative genetic condition. If a parent is affected, there is a 50% chance that his or her child will also be affected, but onset is not until adulthood. Thus there was a 50% chance that the claimant also had the Huntington's disease gene. The health professionals looking after the father sought his consent to disclose his diagnosis to his daughter, which he refused. No attempt was therefore made to inform the daughter, who was pregnant at the time, of her risk or the risk to her unborn child. Following the birth of her child in 2013, the claimant was diagnosed with Huntington's disease. Her daughter has not been tested as it is contrary to usual medical practice to test for this adult onset genetic mutation in childhood. However, given that the claimant has the disease, there is a 50% chance that her daughter possesses the gene.
The claimant alleged that the failure to tell her about her father's condition was actionable negligence and a violation of her rights under Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. The focus here is on the action in negligence, where the claimant portrays her harm as having arisen from the failure to have the opportunity to choose an abortion. 8 She argued that had she been informed of her father's condition she would have undergone genetic testing. Once this showed positive she would have chosen to terminate her pregnancy. The claimant alleged that if her daughter did have the gene, she would incur expenses which could have been avoided. For a number of reasons this claim was difficult to establish. First, the outcome suffered by the claimant is not established as a legally recognized harm. Furthermore, irrespective of the outcome, it is not currently recognized to be legally wrong to fail to warn a patient's relatives of genetic risks. Such claims are further hampered by the fact that, if a duty did exist, it may come into conflict with the well-established duty to maintain patient confidentiality. However, ABC represents one example of a number of potential non-disclosure grievances where legal wrong and/or legal harm could be more easily established. Furthermore, the case comes at a time of rapid development in genetic medicine, and in the way that genetic professionals perceive patients and families, which reflects wider perceptions of what is considered wrongful.
Legal interpretations of wrong and harm in frustrated reproductive choice
English law recognizes the importance of reproductive choice. Article 12 of the European Convention on Human Rights recognizes that people have the right to found a family. The Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990 also recognizes that to some extent people should be able to choose the characteristics of their children. 9 On the other hand, the choice not to have a child is recognized. A woman can choose to abort a foetus on a number of grounds, 10 or undergo sterilization so as not to have any, or any more, children. Failure to respect these reproductive rights can constitute a wrong which would be a breach of a duty of care. However, these reproductive interests crystallize in the context of relationships. A healthcare practitioner will owe a duty to respect a person's reproductive choices where he or she has undertaken to assist the person with their reproductive aim. It is not similarly an act of wrongdoing for doctors to fail to seek people out to assist them with their reproductive aims. Thus the claimant in ABC had not been subjected to any legally recognized wrong when the reproductive risk information was not disclosed to her. Furthermore, the essence of the claimant's cause of action was that she had a daughter who she would have elected not to have if she had known about her, or her daughter's, genetic risk.
11 In addition to the absence of a legal wrong, the framing of the harm in terms of the birth of a child is problematic, as this is not an outcome that the courts clearly categorize as legally actionable harm. For the legal cynics, this lack of harm will support the argument that even if the doctor's actions could be considered careless, there is no wrong upon which a duty of care could be established. Thus, in the context of the factual matrix of ABC, the High Court judge was content to strike the case out on the basis that there was no reasonably arguable duty of care.
12 Leave has been granted to appeal. While the courts might be able to maintain the position that there is no reasonably arguable duty of care such that the claim is bound to fail where there is no established wrong or harm, they may not be able to sustain this clear-cut position in the face of an established legal wrong, and/or an outcome which the law is prepared to recognize as harmful. This is important in the context of a frustrated reproductive choice, where English law has developed from a position of refusing to recognize harm in McFarlane v. Tayside Health Board, 13 to recognizing a broad conception of harm only three years later in Rees v. Darlington Memorial Hospital NHS Trust.
14 Non-disclosure of genetic information: Developing perceptions of legally recognized harm
In ABC, the defendants were prepared to proceed on the basis that injury to the claimant would have been reasonably foreseeable if the defendant failed to inform her that her father had Huntington's disease. 15 The upshot of this was that the judge did not address the issue of harm, focussing instead on whether a failure to inform a patient's relative of genetic risks was a wrong in respect of which doctors 16 owed a legal duty. However, the decision to concede harm without discussing the point is precarious because the recognition of the birth of a child as legal harm conflicts with sixteen years of case law.
In McFarlane, the House of Lords acknowledged that Mrs McFarlane's pregnancy was a direct and foreseeable consequence of the doctor's carelessness in giving negligent information that Mr McFarlane had been rendered infertile after a vasectomy. Thus it seems that they perceived a wrong which had a direct causal link to the birth of the child. However, the House allowed the hospital to escape the consequences of that wrong on 11. The importance of the mother's and the daughter's risk is discussed below. 12. ABC, para 31. the basis that the costs associated with the birth of a child were not actionable harm.
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This supports the idealistic view that there is a duty not to be careless irrespective of the outcome of that carelessness, although remedies are based on outcomes so the recognition of a wrong alone will not attract a remedy. However, in 'wrongful birth', the existence of a wrong without recognition of harm appears to have led to development in the notion of legal harm.
In McFarlane, the House approached the question of the content of the doctor's duty from the perspective of distributive justice. 18 The notion of the tort of negligence as a mechanism for distributing burdens in a way which is fair or optimal for society is often contrasted with the concept of corrective justice, which reflects the idea that liability should rectify the injustice inflicted on one person by another. 19 The latter is arguably more conceptually straightforward because the former is often underpinned by diverse theoretical perspectives regarding fair and optimal resource allocation for society. Although some legal scholars adopt theoretical approaches to distributive justice, 20 in the wrongful birth cases the English courts have adopted an intuitive approach to determining what might achieve distributive justice. Lord Steyn felt that the question of whether the harm should be legally actionable could be decided by asking the commuter on the London Underground whether the parents of an unplanned but healthy child should be able to sue the doctor or hospital for the costs of bringing up the child. 21 Whatever the commuter on the Underground might think of the claim for Catherine McFarlane, it might reasonably be thought that he or she would not consider it unfair, unjust or disproportionate that the person who had undertaken to prevent conception, pregnancy and birth and negligently failed to do so were held responsible for the extra costs of caring for and bringing up a disabled child.
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Thus they were unwilling to maintain a position which denied any recovery in the face of what they considered to be a clear legal wrong. On this basis, the court was prepared to make an award relating to the disability even though it was clear that the disability was not caused by the negligence. Thus it seems that the desire to do practical justice for the wronged claimant in Parkinson persuaded the Court of Appeal to make an immaterial distinction to House of Lords precedent in order to recognize harm. Parkinson is not the only claim where the court's desire to provide a remedy for the wronged claimant led it to recognize an outcome, which is not materially different to the outcome in McFarlane, as harmful.
In Rees Karina Rees underwent sterilization because she felt that her severe visual impairment would make it difficult for her to care for a child. She conceived a healthy son after the sterilization was performed negligently and claimed the costs of raising him. A seven-member House of Lords refused to overturn McFarlane, maintaining that parenting a healthy child was a valuable experience which the law should not recognize as harm. However, similar to Parkinson, their Lordships were uneasy about leaving the claimant without a remedy in the face of what they perceived to be a clear legal wrong. Lord Bingham questioned 'the fairness of a rule which denies the victim of a legal wrong any recompense'. 28 Along with the remaining majority, he felt that there should be some recovery to 'mark the injury and loss' 29 in all such cases. On this analysis, the healthy mother of a healthy child would also be entitled to a remedy. Lord Millett agreed that the mother should be entitled to a remedy. However, he took a different approach to the basis of an award. Rather than a means of marking 'the injury and loss', according to Lord Millett the award, which took the form of a conventional sum, was to recognize the wrong done. 30 Lord Millett spoke in the language of rights and held that Ms Rees had been denied an aspect of human dignity, an important human right which he felt should be protected by law. 31 This approach could be seen as reflecting the idealistic perspective that there can be a stand-alone duty not to be careless irrespective of the outcome of the carelessness.
Like these wrongful birth cases, the harm in ABC was presented as being the birth of a child. Although, conversely to existing precedent, in ABC the defendants were prepared to concede harm. However, if the concept of harm is argued in the Court of Appeal in ABC, this is likely to lead to a consideration of the wrongful birth litigation which demonstrates that the question of whether the birth of a child is encompassed by the duty of care present in sterilization procedures is still a matter of debate. The essence of the mother's claim in ABC is that the birth of her daughter is a harmful outcome because, if she had known of the risk, she would have undergone testing to see whether she (the mother) had the Huntington's gene and, if she had, she would have terminated the pregnancy. It is not entirely clear whether her reasons for doing this would have been because she would develop Huntington's or because of the risk that the child would develop Huntington's.
Let us assume first that her argument is that the birth of her daughter is harmful because of the costs associated with the impending possible onset of Huntington's disease in her daughter. This type of argument might find most support from the Court of Appeal decision in Parkinson. However arguing that the birth of the claimant's child is harmful because the child has a disability is problematic where the child does not in fact have a disability. The claimant's daughter is, as far as we know, currently perfectly healthy. She has a 50% chance of suffering from Huntington's disease in the future because she has a 50% chance of possessing the gene that we now know her mother possesses. This situation can be distinguished from the case of Parkinson (where the child actually suffered from an existing disability) in two key ways. First, it is not clear whether the claimant's daughter will ever develop Huntington's because she has a 50% chance of not possessing Huntington's gene. If the harm in this case depends upon the child's Huntington's susceptibility, it seems to make sense that she can only recover if she proves to have that susceptibility. However, there is a very strong professional ethic against testing in childhood for adult onset genetic disorders. 32 Furthermore there is no evidence that the claimant wants her daughter to be tested or, for that matter, that any professional is willing to test her.
The latency of Huntington's disease presents further problems for the mother's claim for damages based on the additional expenses which she will incur if her daughter does have Huntington's gene. Although Huntington's disease has a wide variation in onset age, the average age at onset is 40 years, 33 which means that the claimant's daughter is unlikely to incur any additional expenses in childhood even if she does have Huntington's gene. If her daughter does have the gene, she will only manifest this in adulthood. Thus any expenses associated with it will be incurred directly to the adult daughter, at which point there is no legal parental responsibility to care for, or finance one's offspring.
Thus the claimant in ABC is likely to experience significant difficulty in aligning her claim to recover additional expenses involved in raising her child with the claim in Parkinson. She might have a stronger claim that she has suffered harm if she argues that the additional costs she will incur relate to her desire not to have a child, as opposed to her daughter's potential disability. The Particulars of Claim state:
She pleads that if she had been informed of her father's condition, she would have undergone a test to see if she had it as well. Once that showed positive, she would have terminated her pregnancy. 34 There is no suggestion that the claimant would have undergone prenatal testing to determine her daughter's Huntington's gene status, which suggests that the knowledge that she herself would develop Huntington's was instrumental to her choice to terminate. From this perspective, the claim is more closely aligned with Rees than Parkinson.
The award of the conventional sum in Rees was not explicitly related to the fact that the mother was disabled. However, even if the mother's disability is deemed to be a material fact in a future judicial assessment of Rees, the claimant in ABC has a strong claim to a conventional sum in any event because she suffers from Huntington's disease and it is this factor, had she known it, that would have affected her desire to have a child.
Although Lord Millett presented an idealistic perspective of the conventional sum as a recognition of the wrong done in carelessly failing to sterilize Ms Rees, a number of commentators adopt a different interpretation of Rees, reflecting a more cynical view of the duty of care. They argue that the conventional sum is a recognition of a new form of harm as opposed to the simple recognition of a wrong. 35 Lord Scott spoke clearly in the language of compensation and argued that the purpose of the conventional sum was to 'compensate the respondent for being deprived of the benefit that she was entitled to expect'. 36 Although he said the conventional sum was a recognition of wrong, Lord Millett also seemed to recognize that some further adverse outcome should result from that wrong. In Rees Lord Millett effectively acknowledged that there was a harm in the form of an interference with the interest in autonomy which was occasioned by disrespecting the 'right to limit the size of [ interference with autonomy is capable of being recognized in the tort of negligence, 38 it follows that outcomes which result from the failure to offer genetic choice could be considered to be legal harm. 39 However, it is unlikely that the courts will be prepared to recognize frustrated choice as a harm in and of itself. They are likely to require the frustrated choice to lead to some further tangible outcome. 40 Indeed, although Rees can be interpreted as providing a remedy for the interference with autonomy, the reasoning suggests that the House of Lords required the interference with that interest to lead to more tangible consequences which the law could conceive to be harmful. Thus it might be argued that in Rees it was crucial to Ms Rees success that she had had a child. Given that the claimant in ABC has given birth to the child, this outcome could be seen as an interference with her interest in autonomy as she would have elected not to have the child if the information which existed, which would have allowed her to make this choice, had been disclosed to her.
Government figures suggest that the approach to wrongful birth claims out of court does recognize that the birth of an unwanted child can be considered harmful. The National Health Service has paid out more than £95 million since 2003 41 on 164 successful claims for damages from parents wanting compensation for the birth of a child.
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Thus although the leading UK legal authority on wrongful birth rules that the birth of a child is not in itself legal harm, 43 practice has evolved such that this legal doctrine does not seem to reflect the practical approach to the recognition of legal harm.
The type of harm alleged in ABC is not the only potential adverse outcome that might follow a failure to disclose a genetic risk. Indeed, in the legal sense at least, ABC represents the thin end of the harm wedge. The failure to disclose genetic information may more commonly lead to the manifestation of a preventable medical condition, than the birth of an unwanted child, and the manifestation of a preventable medical condition is an outcome which the tort of negligence can readily recognize as harm. 44 Consider the claim where a patient's familial adenomatous polyposis (FAP) diagnosis is not communicated to her child who has a 50% chance of possessing the FAP gene which is almost 100% penetrant, 45 and where the risk of the manifestation of bowel cancer can be prevented or minimized by screening, surveillance or surgery. 46 Where a doctor fails to provide this opportunity to have treatment which will almost certainly avoid physical harm, the case will not turn on whether the loss amounts to legally recognizable harm and correspondingly whether there is a duty not to be careless where that carelessness does not cause harm. However, because it is currently not considered to be careless for doctors not to disclose genetic information to patients' families, any harmful outcome, not matter how clear it is, will not receive a remedy because the lack of a legal wrong is fatal to the imposition of a duty of care.
However, the wrongful birth cases appear to demonstrate that the courts are struggling to refuse to recognize harm where a careless action, which is clearly recognized as a legal wrong, has led to the very outcome that the wrong was supposed to prevent. This wrongful birth jurisprudence has developed on the basis of distributive justice, as determined by how the courts assume ordinary people will feel about providing a remedy based on the birth of a child. Unsurprisingly, the courts are unable to portray certainty in their thinking about how ordinary people will feel about awarding damages for the birth of a wrongfully born child. 47 Thus we are left with judicial intuitions of what they think the public will accept. Although the House of Lords was firm in its view that people would think the birth of a child should not constitute actionable harm in McFarlane, the Court of Appeal in Parkinson and a differently constituted House of Lords in Rees, thought that ordinary people would recognize a harm in a birth that the defendant had undertaken to prevent. Thus it might be argued that the existence of a legal wrong, and the courts' perception of corresponding sympathy that is likely to be felt for the victim of a legal wrong, influenced the expansion of the boundaries of actionable harm in the context of wrongful birth.
The legal recognition of interference with the interest in autonomy as harmful in Rees will allow the claimant in ABC to demonstrate harm if this point is addressed in the Court of Appeal. However, the crux of the judgment in the High Court was that, irrespective of the outcome, the non-disclosure did not constitute a wrong. Although there is ambiguity concerning whether a wrong that does not lead to a harmful outcome can be the subject of a duty of care, 48 it is clear that the converse of a harm without a wrong is not sufficient to establish liability. Indeed, relying heavily on the judgment in ABC, in Smith v. The issue may be one on which pubic views are scattered and/or ambivalent, especially where there are plausible arguments for and against each approach as in the 'wrongful birth' cases. Furthermore the judiciary is not often in a practical position to know with clarity what public opinion is because empirical evidence is lacking. 48. See the earlier discussion of cynical and idealistic approaches to duties of care.
University of Leicester NHS Trust,
49 the High Court recently struck out a claim where a personal injury was suffered because of an omission in the treatment of another which lead to a failure to disclose information to the injured party. Despite striking the claim out, the court recognized that injury was reasonably foreseeable 50 but they declined to provide a remedy for that personal injury on the basis that it did not result from a legal wrong. However, as the argument here demonstrates, the courts have developed legal conceptions of actionable harm based on a perception that ordinary people will be disposed to recognize an outcome as harmful where it results from a legal wrong. Thus might the courts similarly develop legal conceptions of what is wrongful where an act or omission results in legally recognized harm? If a claim concerning a non-disclosure of genetic information does lead to harmful outcomes, whether that be the birth of a child as in ABC, or a clearer perception of harm in the form of the manifestation of an avoidable genetic condition, 51 will the sympathy that people feel for those who suffer harm influence them to perceive the action which caused the harm as wrongful? In the wrongful birth context, reliance on perceptions of public opinion led to the development of new conceptions of legal harm. If we consider non-disclosure of genetic information to a relative who then suffers a harm which could easily receive legal recognition, 52 judicial perceptions of sympathetic public opinion might influence the courts to expand categories of wrong accordingly.
As with the question of whether people who seek sterilization should be seen to have suffered harm when carelessness in that sterilization leads to the birth of a child, the issue of whether doctors should have a duty to warn patients' relatives of genetic risks is likely to be an issue which, on the face of it, could be subject to conflicting public opinions, because it impinges on a number of different competing claims to the public interest. It has long been recognized in English law that the public interest is served by maintaining confidence in medical relationships which will promote candour. 53 Competing public interests have only overridden this interest where there is a clear risk of serious physical harm to the public. 54 However, it is becoming increasingly obvious that this traditional view of medical relationships where individualism and confidentiality set the parameters does not reflect public opinion in the context of familial sharing of genetic information concerning highly relevant and actionable genetic risks. Indeed, if relying on public opinion is relevant in developing legal rules, 55 is an area where reflecting public opinion is increasingly possible because of the significant and growing evidence of public views. However, in ABC, this empirical evidence did not influence the judge's discussion of the implications of recognizing a duty to disclose genetic risks.
Non-disclosure of genetic information: Developing perceptions of legally recognized wrongs
According to Nicol J., the failure to disclose the genetic information in ABC amounted to an omission. 56 In the absence of a principle, such as reliance 57 or an assumption of responsibility, 58 which might import a special relationship, he felt that the defendant had done nothing wrong in failing to disclose the genetic information to the claimant. Thus the claim was struck out on the basis that there was no reasonably arguable duty of care. 59 This decision was heavily influenced by general concerns about the wider implications that counsel for the defendants argued would follow if doctors owed a duty to disclose genetic information to patients' relatives. In analysing the appropriateness of these policy concerns in the context of imposing a duty of care for non-disclosure of genetic risk generally, this article will assume recognized legal harm, 60 such that any duty of care would correspond with the cynical perspective on the existence of duties.
The nine policy issues cited by Nicol J. focused on the position that doctors would be in if they owed potentially conflicting duties to patients to maintain confidence, and to patients' relatives to prevent harm through disclosure of information. 61 Essentially, the nine policy issues boiled down to three overarching concerns; first, that a duty could impact on the doctor-patient relationship, thereby undermining trust and confidence. Second, that doctors would have no way of knowing whether or not people wanted to be informed, and this situation might expose them to additional liability. Cumulatively, these concerns led to a third concern that a duty would place burdensome responsibilities on doctors which would incur time and resources distracting them from treating patients. 62 However, it might be argued that this analysis is largely based on assumptions. First, the judge assumed that the issue of genetic disclosure was only relevant in the doctor-patient context. 63 Following this, he made a number of assumptions about how doctors, patients and their relatives feel about the receipt of, and sharing of, genetic information which led him to over-emphasize the importance of protecting doctors from a duty of care. This article considers the judge's policy concerns in light of empirical 56. ABC, para 28. 57. ABC, para 28 58. ABC, para 28. 59. ABC, para 31. 60. Whether that is because the birth of an unwanted child is clearly recognized as harmful, or because the harm is the manifestation of a preventable genetic condition; as presented in the familial adenomatous polyposis example above. 61. ABC, para 13. 62. ABC, para 13. 63. Nicol J. considered all nine policy reasons from the perspective of doctors only. evidence of attitudes towards receiving and sharing genetic information which presents a more balanced view of the concerns that might be raised in the context of a duty to disclose genetic information.
The implications for the doctor-patient relationship
The situations where genetic information that is relevant to people's health choices might arise are broad and complex. Genetic testing is available in a variety of different commercial, research and non-commercial settings. The refusal to recognize a duty of care to relatives in ABC was based exclusively on the impact that the imposition of a duty might have on the nature of the relationship between the doctor and the tested patient. 64 Nicol J.'s consideration of the issue exclusively from the perspective of doctors overlooks the fact that people other than doctors might obtain genetic information that could be important to the health of another. There are many other health professionals who may come into receipt of genetic information in the same way as doctors, which could be shared with the families of their patients not least, genetic counsellors and nurses. The exclusive focus on doctors in ABC may leave other healthcare professionals confused about whether the same legal rules apply to them. Although other health professionals may come to learn of genetic information in the same way as doctors, they might spend more time with patients and families than doctors and might not feel that a duty of care would impact on their position in the same way as the court in ABC thought it might impact upon a doctor's position.
As whole genome sequencing becomes more common in clinical, research and commercial contexts, many different and diverse professionals may receive additional information about a patient's or participant's genetic risks which may or may not have been predicted and provided for by way of consent. Indeed, the issue of what duties health professionals might owe to their patients in the context of projects like the 100,000 Genomes Project is currently under debate. 66 In some ways this represents a different situation to disclosing information to relatives because the notion of consent might operate. Nevertheless, it is similarly a situation where there is no legal authority determining whether the would-be disclosee owes a duty of care. In the 100,000 Genomes Project, people are asked to consent to receive information about a small list of additional findings. 67 Where a consent to disclosure of particular information is gained, it might be argued that an assumption of responsibility follows the act of gaining consent to disclosure, such that if the relevant genetic information is present, a subsequent nondisclosure of this information is a prima facie wrong, for which it is difficult to deny a duty of care. However, not all situations where additional genetic risk information arises about a patient will be covered by consent. The list of conditions whereby consent to disclosure can be given are drawn up by clinicians because of the characteristics of these conditions, mainly that they are actionable. On this model, these mutations are then actively looked for. True incidental findings might not be planned for or consented to. This wider view of circumstances where disclosure of genetic information might be relevant and the professionals who might have responsibilities in relation to this disclosure, calls into question the singular focus on the impact of doctor-patient relationship in ABC.
The conflict with the duty to maintain confidence
Where patient information cannot provide a benefit to others, maintaining confidence is likely to be of significant import to patients. However, there is a growing discourse addressing the role of confidentiality in the context of information which could be beneficial to the health of others specifically or generally. 68 Indeed there are a number of ways that otherwise confidential patient data can be used in a manner which does not breach confidence. 69 The competing arguments portraying both public and private interests at stake in maintaining and breaching confidence have been well rehearsed elsewhere. 70 This article does not seek to repeat these arguments. However, much of this literature approaches the concept of confidence from a general perspective which assumes a conflict between confidence and the duty to warn. We should not generally assume this conflict in the circumstances of familial sharing of actionable genetic information because empirical evidence suggests that it rarely exists. Indeed, while it is clear that people do value the confidentiality of their health data, it seems that the key concern for people in terms of their health data is not whether their information is kept a secret from the rest of their family. Here there seems generally to be a culture of sharing that is not well reflected in the theoretical literature addressing the relative interests in maintaining and breaching confidence. It might be argued that this culture of sharing ought to diminish the concerns associated with imposing conflicting duties on doctors 71 because, given the culture of sharing, such a conflict rarely occurs.
Recent empirical research shows that most people do not place significant importance on confidentiality where information might allow relatives to avoid a genetic condition. 72 This research demonstrates that people overwhelmingly want relevant genetic information, believe their interest in knowing this information should override their relative's right to keep it confidential and would forgo their own confidentiality so that their relatives could have this information. 73 Thus the situation where health professionals have information that is not known by the relative, where they feel it would be appropriate to disclose, where that disclosure is not supported by the patient, is not likely to occur particularly often. If conflict between the duty to disclose and the duty to maintain confidence will be a rare occurrence, this diminishes the relevance of this concern and therefore its justification for the argument that a duty to disclose should not be imposed. Indeed the norm in the context of the duty to disclose will be that the doctor explains the need to inform relatives to the patient, and the patient discloses the information to their relatives with support from the multidisciplinary team.
Nevertheless, a minority will refuse to disclose information to their relatives. It is in this context that Nicol J.'s concerns about the doctor-patient relationship crystallize. His concern is that conflicting duties would 'undermine the trust which is so important to the doctor/patient relationship'. 74 Again the importance of trust in doctor-patient relationships and the role that the duty to maintain confidence plays in establishing that trust has been well considered elsewhere. 75 However, it might be argued that attributing utmost importance to the concept of confidentiality even where maintaining confidence prevents another's ability to avoid harm represents a one-dimensional interpretation of trust in medical relationships which might not be appropriate in the context of genetic medicine. Most medical treatment relationships involve more than just the patient and one doctor. Doctors work in multidisciplinary teams and people exist in relationships, some of which involve a high degree of dependence. Increasingly, the model of patient care adopted in genetic medicine reflects this relational focus and treats families as opposed to individual patients.
In modern genetic medical practice, it is not uncommon for geneticists/genetic counsellors to assume a responsibility for the genetic well-being of families. Indeed the Association of Genetic Nurses and Counsellors describes the aims of genetic counselling as: to help the individual or family understand the information about the genetic condition, appreciate the inheritance pattern and risk of recurrence, understand the options available and make decisions appropriate to their personal and family situation.
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The issue of whether to disclose genetic information to a person which might give them the opportunity to make choices which they would not otherwise be able to make, has long been an element of the genetic professions. 77 However, any professional assumption of responsibility has not led to a legal duty, rather the traditional legal duty to maintain confidence sets the legal guidance in the context of disclosure of genetic information to relatives. However, the absence of a recognized duty to warn patients' relatives of relevant genetic risk information has led to grievances concerning failures to disclose genetic information that a patient's relative could have acted upon, which have been settled out of court in favour of the relative. 78 In the professional context, this kind of settlement can have a significant impact on practice, influencing the profession to act as if it were subject to a duty which is over and above the duty imposed by the law. 79 Indeed, a recent systematic review and synthesis of empirical research showed that health professionals generally felt some responsibility to patients' relatives to disclose information. 80 This responsibility was most acutely experienced by genetic counsellors and geneticists. Two US studies, one with genetic counsellors 81 and one with clinical geneticists 82 found that 63% (161/257) of genetic counsellors and 69% (143/206) of geneticists, perceived an obligation to disclose. This sense of a responsibility to disclose can also be seen in the theoretical literature where a number of commentators argue for a familial approach where genetic risk information is treated as a familial resource. Gilbar advocates the adoption of a relational perception of autonomy, which, in the context of genetics, takes into account the effect that any decision -whether to disclose or not to disclose -will have on the familial relationship and the dynamics of the particular family. 83 Parker and Lucassen argue that the familial approach to genetic information is an important aspect of establishing trust in genetics professionals. They propose the 'joint account' model where the question becomes not when to respect confidentiality but what, if anything, would justify excluding others from the joint account. 84 It is assumed that information should be available to all account holders unless there are good reasons to do otherwise. They argue that an advantage of the joint account model is that it is consistent with the nature of practice in clinical genetics. Geneticists work with families. This means that geneticists often come to know and to feel a sense of responsibility for several members of the same family. 85 In this context, Parker and Lucassen do not focus on trust between individual patients and doctors. They present a different perspective of how trust might be construed and undermined:
when relatives who were not informed about their risk develop symptoms or become aware of their family history, and that this was withheld from them, they may lose trust in their doctors. More generally, if it becomes widely known that information of this kind is being routinely withheld, at the request of affected family members, it may lead to a more widespread crisis of trust in the clinical genetics service and possibly legal action.
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This attitude of sharing genetic information to gain the trust of families is also reflected in professional guidance, 87 demonstrating that the practice of genetic medicine adopts a more progressive familial interpretation of trust as opposed to the traditional individual patient interpretation which is at the heart of approaches which favour confidentiality. From the perspective of modern genetic practice, it might be argued that the legal approach of championing confidence in the face of avoidable harm reflects outdated thinking which does not follow the current professional approach. The wider view of sharing as crucial to trust, rather than inimical to it, will allow information to be shared in a way that enables a clearer and better approach to individual disease, but also furthers knowledge of the genetic condition generally, thereby allowing genetic medicine to fulfil its potential. Genetic professionals' desire to share genetic information in families is reflected in the attitudes of patients and the public. Empirical evidence demonstrates that people are generally happy to forgo their own confidentiality in the context of genetic findings relevant to family members. Recent empirical investigation of people's views on sharing genetic information in families provided estimates of the views of the British public; in the case of a fatal and preventable disease, the study found that 93% of the British public would be willing to forgo their confidentiality if their genetic information could benefit family members, 89 with 72% of people feeling strongly that they would be willing to forgo confidence. 90 Interestingly, the confidential information in ABC would have become known to the claimant in the near future because her father was suffering from the symptoms of the condition which he would not be able to conceal from her indefinitely. Information which is in the public domain does not incur a duty of confidence. Where the information will shortly, inevitably be in the public domain, but this is after the harm which the information could prevent has occurred, as in the birth of the child in ABC, should the balancing of relevant interests represent the temporary ability of the information to remain confidential? Furthermore, the father in ABC specifically asked for his daughter not to be told because she might 'have an abortion'. 91 The interest in confidence protects the individual, by maintaining the secrecy of facts about them that they do not want others to know, it is not a means of controlling the actions of third parties. Of course, a person does not need to give their reasons for wanting to keep their information confidential. However, we might want to question giving ultimate respect to confidentiality where the secrecy of the information which is the subject of the confidence is temporary and short-lived, and the reason for wanting to maintain confidence in any event is not to protect secrecy per se, but to prevent another from averting the harm that will occur if the information is kept secret until it emerges naturally. As it was, the father relied on his interest in confidentiality to prevent his daughter from accessing her right to abortion in a jurisdiction where women have a right to abortion which no other individual can interfere with. 92 The desire not to know genetic information There is significant literature, and support in international human rights documents, for the right not to know medical information about oneself. 93 This is not a legal right but it cannot be ignored by those proving healthcare. Historically, respecting the interest in not knowing has been presented as problematic on the basis that there will be little clarity regarding whether this is a right people want to exercise or not. 94 The crux of the problem is that we cannot find out whether or not people want to know by asking them because this will make known the existence of, and essential quality of, the information. The upshot of this kind of argument seems to be that there should be a default position of non-disclosure on the basis that disclosure might offend the right not to know. Indeed this is the position reflected by Nicol J. in his account of the policy reasons for declining to impose a duty to warn. However again, it might be argued that the initial theoretical position presenting the right not to know as problematic in the context of providing warnings is not demonstrated in the emerging empirical evidence. Recent research demonstrates that people have a very strong desire to know about actionable genetic risks when that information arises from a test on their relative. 95 An overwhelming number of people (91%) 96 want to know information about their genetic risk that arises as a result of a test on a relative where it relates to a fatal and preventable disease. Furthermore 63% of those people felt 'very strongly' that they would like to be contacted. 97 People feel particularly strongly that they should be informed of genetic information which could lead to a choice to minimize or prevent a genetic condition, 98 indicating that preventability is instrumental in people's desire to know genetic information. This leads to a perception of harm where there is a manifestation of a genetic condition which could have been prevented or minimized if the information had been disclosed. Furthermore as discussed earlier, this kind of harm, that is, the manifestation of a preventable genetic condition, is one which, theoretically the tort of negligence, is eminently able to recognize.
Thus in the event of preventable genetic disease, people overwhelmingly do want to know relevant information and there is little desire to exercise a right not to know. This widespread and general desire to have actionable information, coupled with a perception that harm has occurred when the choice which that information would have presented is frustrated, may influence the view that people have suffered a wrong when they do not receive information that they could act on to avoid deleterious outcomes. Nicol J. does not distinguish between actionable and non-actionable genetic information when describing the policy reasons which led him to the conclusion that it would not be just, fair and reasonable to impose a duty to disclose information to relatives. However, it might be argued that any duty could justifiably be limited to a duty to disclose information which concerns a preventable or treatable genetic condition, where we know that a desire not to know is very rare and, therefore, should not be a major concern impeding disclosure. It is in the context of untreatable disease that uncertainty and doubt about the desire to know kicks in. 99 However, untreatable genetic risk could be the subject of a default position of respecting the interest in not knowing. Here there is a stronger argument that some people will want to exercise a right not to know. 100 Furthermore in the legal context it makes much less sense to impose a duty regarding conditions which are not preventable because if the manifestation of the condition represents the harm, and there was nothing the relative could have done in any event to prevent that manifestation, the health professional will not have caused any harm by failing to disclose the information about the genetic risk.
Nicol J. went as far as to suggest that people might suffer psychiatric harm if they receive genetic risk information. 101 However, if we focus on actionable information, as was the case in ABC, we know that most people express a desire to know such information, making such an adverse psychological reaction to disclosure unlikely. Indeed, they are arguably more likely to suffer an adverse psychological reaction if they find out that information existed that would have allowed them to prevent or minimize the manifestation of a genetic condition after that condition has manifested and it is too late. Further even if a person feels aggrieved in the first instance when they receive the information, this may not be a lasting emotion. Especially in avoidable disease where people can focus on minimizing any risk after receiving the relevant information. Psychologists have consistently shown that a system of cognitive mechanisms, known as the psychological immune system, 102 operates to ameliorate the experience of negative affect. Thus any distress that people experience upon learning adverse medical results, which might include the increased risk of a genetic condition, is likely to subside as the person's psychological immune system kicks in, 103 thereby making it unlikely that a recognized psychiatric condition will result from knowing actionable genetic information.
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A duty would be too burdensome
The third reason Nicol J. felt that it would not be just, fair and reasonable to impose a duty to disclose genetic risk information on doctors was because it would be too burdensome and would be a distraction from treating patients. However, the preceding discussions of confidentiality and the interest in not knowing demonstrate that limiting the duty to disclose to actionable risks puts significant boundaries around the duty which arguably make it workable. In addition to these limiting mechanisms, most genetic conditions are not currently preventable or treatable. This means that the duty to disclose information would only crystallize in relation to a small number of genetic conditions. Indeed when a working group of the American College of Medical Genetics and Genomics (ACMG) sought to construct a list of genetic 'disorders where preventative measures and/or treatments were available', 105 the list contained only 24 conditions relating to 57 genetic mutations. 106 Furthermore many of these disorders are very rare. All of this combines to mean that it would be a very rare occasion where a doctor is in receipt of genetic risk information, concerning a preventable condition, which would be useful to a patient's relative, who has no knowledge of the risk through family history, in a situation where the patient objects to their relative having this information. From this perspective a duty to disclose actionable genetic information to patients' relatives is unlikely to represent the burden Nicol J. suggests and, moreover, has the potential to save lives and contribute to the knowledge about the genetic condition which affects the patient. These counter arguments to Nicol J.'s policy concerns demonstrate how non-disclosure of genetic information could realistically be perceived to be a wrong for which a duty of care is owed where that non-disclosure leads to actionable harm. In these circumstances, declining to impose a duty of care on the basis that it would offend the notion of incrementalism may well lead to a situation where the legal approach to the disclosure of genetic risks does not reflect the perspectives of the relevant professionals and the public. It
